UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
VESTERN DI STRI CT OF M CHI GAN
SOUTHERN DI VI SI ON

CARL and MARY SUE McLAUGHLI N,

i ndi vidual ly and on behal f of

t heir daughter, EMMVA McLAUGHLI N,
a mnor,

Plaintiffs,
Case No. 1:00-CV-69
V.
HON. DAVI D W M KEAGUE
BOARD OF EDUCATI ON OF HOLT
PUBLI C SCHOOLS, TOM DAVIS, TOM
WEST, BOARD OF EDUCATI ON OF
EAST LANSI NG PUBLI C SCHOOLS,
THOMAS G BLI N, PHYLLIS PI ETKA,
| NGHAM | NTERMEDI ATE SCHOOL
BOARD, M CHI GAN STATE BOARD OF
EDUCATI ON, and ARTHUR E. ELLI S,

Def endant s.

JUDGVENT ORDER

| n accordance with the Court’s written opinion of even date,
| T 1 S HEREBY ORDERED:

1. Wth respect to the claimof plaintiffs Carl and Mary
Sue McLaughlin under the Individuals with Disabilities Act
(“IDEA"), 20 U.S.C. 88 1400 et seq., challenging the Septenber
25, 1999 Decision and Order of State Hearing Review Officer
WIlliam Sosnowsky, upholding the April 1999 individualized
education program (“IEP”) of defendant Board of Education of

Hol t Public School s:



(a) That plaintiffs are hereby AWARDED JUDGVMENT i n
their favor;

(b) That Review O ficer Sosnowsky' s decision is
REVERSED; and

(c) That defendants Board of Education of Holt Public
School s, Tom Davis and Tom West are hereby ORDERED to afford
Enrma McLaughlin a free appropriate public education designed to
nmeet the goals and objectives established in the April 1999 |EP
in a general education setting at Di nondale Elenentary School
during the 2000-2001 school year, with delivery of special
education services in the elenmentary |evel resource room and

2. Wthrespect to plaintiffs’ |DEA clai magai nst defendant

Board of Educati on of East Lansing Public Schools in connection
with the Decenmber 1999 | EP for Enma McLaughl i n:

(a) That, to the extent plaintiffs’ claimis prem sed
on all eged procedural violations, the claimis DEN ED; and

(b) That plaintiffs’ claimfor substantive relief is
in all other respects DENIED as moot, it having been
substantially rendered noot by the August 7, 2000 Decision and
Order of State Hearing Review Officer Sidney Kraizman; and

3. Wth respect to the counterclaim of defendant East

Lansi ng under the IDEA, challenging Review O ficer Kraizman's
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August 7, 2000 decision, altering the Decenber 1999 |EP

(a) That counterclaimnt East Lansing is AWARDED
PARTI AL JUDGMENT in its favor, insofar as Review O ficer
Krai zman’ s deci sion includes the requirenment that East Lansing
provi de special education services to Emm MLaughlin by a
t eacher consultant with an endorsement in teaching the nmentally
i mpai red, which requirement is hereby VACATED;, and

(b) That the counterclaimis in all other respects
DENI ED, as Review O ficer Kraizman's decision is in all other

respects AFFI RMVED.

Dated: March | 2001

DAVI D W M KEAGUE
UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT JUDGE



